months passed and the numbers increased the structural nature of the problem became clear: the workers had been allowed into the UK only on the basis that they were working for the employer they entered with. If they left that employer they had no permission to work in the UK and were effectively forced into illegality.
It became increasingly difficult to respond to their needs on a case by case basis, and in November 1984 CFMW set up a meeting attended by seventeen domestic workers and ten supporters with the purpose of sharing their experiences and discussing a way forward. This grouping became formalized as 'Waling Waling', a Tagalog word for a flower that grows hidden under stones in the mountains of the Philippines. Thus began many years of organizing and campaigning for the right to an immigration status that recognised domestic workers as workers, the right to change employer, and the right to legal status for those who had become undocumented as a result of the injustice of the immigration regime.
Using this example as a case study this paper will consider how migrant domestic workers, working with supporters (both UK and non UK citizens with status) asserted citizenship claims and won legal status in part through turning their constraints (as women 'confined' to the private sphere) into opportunities. I will also examine how 'radical takings can nevertheless be captured by the logic and practices of state sovereignity' (Nyers 2003 ) through a consideration of post campaigning developments. The UK government seems to have regarded this category of worker as an unfortunate necessity and in this case specifically devised a concession under which the employer could bring in their worker under one of two categories, as 'visitors' or as 'persons named to work with a specified employer'. In practice there was a 'concession culture' under which domestic workers accompanying their employers were admitted to the UK with a wide variety of visas and many were given a stamp under Code 5N, namely 'Leave to enter, employment prohibited'. So, these workers had all entered the UK legally accompanying wealthy employers as their cooks, cleaners, nannies, and carers, but they had not been
given an immigration status independent of their employers. This meant that employers could effectively exploit and abuse domestic workers with impunity. (Anderson 2000) .
In the meeting organised that cold November night in 1984 the group recognized their common experiences and decided to continue to see each other to facilitate mutual support. It grew quickly. Workers supported each other psychologically and also met the immediate needs of those who had recently escaped from employers, often with only the clothes that they were wearing. As time went by and they grew in confidence workers began to organise events and trips, concerned that members should be leading as 'normal' a life as possible, whatever their immigration status. This work was affective as well as practical, and as affective work was crucial to the formation of a political community (Isin 2002 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Not all non-citizens are however equally excluded. Balibar has described borders as 'polysemic' (Balibar 2002) in that they have a differential impact on those crossing them. In this case, the wealthy employers of domestic workers were acknowledged by the British state in their capacity as visitors or business people and were granted the normal protections against crime for example -so if an employer complained that a domestic worker had stolen from them, the police would investigate the theft. This did not apply to domestic workers, who had no protection against for example their employer holding their passport, or refusing to The beginning of Waling Waling lay in individual acts of resistance, in individual's refusal to endure any more and in them taking the huge step of escape (Papadopoulos et al. 2008 ).These were brave moves, and it was in the sharing of this and subsequent experiences that domestic workers turned them into political acts. The first action of citizenship is (Nyers 2003) and in this case, the first political act of political speech was to each other Before, when I was alone, I didn't trust anyone. … When I began to talk to people in similar situations and I saw that I was not alone, I realized that the problem was not just to do with me, that it was the Philippines and Britain and the government in those countries. (Anderson 1993) Speaking to each other, 'coming out' about legal status, meant that domestic workers began to feel less isolated and divided from others.
Workers and Citizens
A key feature of organizing and campaigning was Waling Waling's demand to be recognized as workers. This assertion, that they were workers, worked on several levels. Firstly it asserted the dignity and value of their work, for themselves, employers and the wider public. They were not 'helping' but contributing socially and economically to households and wider society; they were not 'girls' but women (and men) who were often sustaining extended families back home. It also asserted their legitimacy as public actors, their right to be heard and to be treated with respect, and it was accompanied by the demand that this labour be recognized as a route to formalized citizenship. The claim that migrant domestic workers were workers built on the slave/worker binary, (1995, Slavery Still Alive was the title of one conference organized). Migrants asserted their claim that they were not slaves but workers, and used this assertion to demand a suitable immigration status, one that recognized their right to work. It is important to recognize that this move, from worker to citizen, is not straightforward (Gordon 2008) . Indeed, while able bodied citizens have a duty to work non-citizens' access to the labour market is generally highly regulated and indeed for some, working may result in deportation. It is rarely questioned in public discourse that British people have prior claim to work, and it is not assumed that migrants generate a right to citizenship through work, particularly when they are working 'illegally'.
However, when migrant domestic workers 'intruded' into the public space there were important ways in which the very mechanisms that work to exclude migrants and to exclude domestic workers facilitated the recognition of migrant domestic workers. Importantly, domestic work in private households (like sex work) is not constructed as a sector where jobs are 'taken' from British workers. Rather, when it is acknowledged that paid domestic work takes place, the home is imagined as a space where jobs are made, with British women having their entry to the labour market facilitated through domestic employees. Moreover (and in this instance, unlike sex work), domestic work, though low status, is often rhetorically valued, especially when it involves care of the elderly or children (Cox 2006; Hondagneu-Sotelo 2001) . Thus, unlike many other There were also ways in which the intrusion of domestic workers was used to reinforce ideas about 'foreigners'. Honig has elucidated how political communities, often with a myth of the 'foreign founder', re-found themselves with reference to foreigners (Honig 2003) . . In rescuing her from the clutches of the employer, the UK was portrayed as re-enacting its status as an upholder of justice and liberty. The 'good' migrant contains the 'bad', the victim has a parallel villain, the UK may accept the domestic work, but will extirpate the employer (rarely portrayed as British, or indeed white). Waling to assist in drafting the new immigration rule. There was considerable discussion about this, but the argument that it was important to ensure the rule was as good as it could be, as long as that did not constrain criticism of it, won in the end.
Regularization and its discontents
In 1997 the incoming Labour administration gave migrant domestic workers the right to change employers and put them under the Immigration Rules (rather than a special 'concession'). It also offered the One man went to his Embassy and found that it was his former, abusive employer who was responsible for issuing him his replacement passport.
'It is not stolen, I am holding it' the employer announced, refusing to give him another one. The worker could not apply for regularization.
The requirement that workers should not have recourse to public funds suggests that the regularization was not as 'humanitarian' as was made out to be. Those too old or sick to work, or who were unemployed did not qualify. Letters confirming employment from a current employer were accepted as proof, but employers were often extremely reluctant to offer them as they were concerned about being implicated in an immigration offence. Such was their resistance that the Home Office was eventually forced to give a reassurance that employer sanctions were never envisaged as intended for private households, in order that Kalayaan could encourage employers to support applications. This is not the same as tying a worker to an employer. Indeed some domestic workers made full use of the freedom to change employer offered by illegality to find people prepared to write letters. However, ironically what this requirement did was to reinscribe dependence on the employer as a gateway to status. The last requirement, proof of entry as a domestic worker, was particularly difficult. The government was anxious to limit access to the regularization, to re-draw the boundary in such a way that while this group was incorporated its members did not bring less deserving others with them. As the regularization progressed it became clear that under the 'concession culture' certain nationalities were more likely to be granted certain visas. For example domestic workers from many African countries were particularly likely to be given visas to enter as family members, while those from the Philippines were more likely to be given a visa with the name of the employer written in it. There is no suggestion that this reflected any immigration guidance, merely that this was the education, and were it not for their employer, would not have considered international migration. These sorts of differences mapped on to a labour market that is highly racialized (Anderson 2007; Cox 2006) . At that time employers were particularly interested in employing Filipino workers, meaning that Filipinos were more likely to find jobs and were more likely to be able to find an employer who was prepared to write a letter of support.
Regularization proceeded on a case by case basis, and in facilitating individuals' applications, Kalayaan became more and more orientated to a service rather than a campaigning role. This was also against a changing political, social and institutional background including the professionalization of advice work that regulated the previously unregulated world of immigration advice. The relation between the organizations began to shift as Waling Waling members became 'clients'.
Just after regularization was announced, Waling Waling was attracting between 200-300 people to its Sunday meetings. But members began to prioritise their own cases, to organize visits home and bring families to join them in the UK. There was some discussion in both organizations, about possible future organising and campaign work, a switch of focus perhaps to work related rights in private households, or on other types of immigration status that incorporate domestic workers, but there was little appetite for this, particularly as so many workers wanted to spend time with families that they had long been separated from. Thus in some ways the strength of the campaign -its relentless focus on immigration status, 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 The UK Home Office in contrast emphasized that immigration controls can be used to refuse entry to abusive individual employers. This is in line with the UK Trafficking Action Plan which recognises borders as points of intervention:
As part of our continued work to combat trafficking, our emphasis will be upon developing robust pre-entry procedures, including appropriate safeguards, such as the identification of cases of possible abuse at the pre-entry stage to minimise the risk of subsequent exploitation. (Home Office 2007b) This implies that if the abuse is not taking place on UK territory, but is detected through pre-entry procedures, preventing entry is a sufficient response. In practise, the idea of refusing entry to employers and their domestic workers on the grounds that the employers were abusive would mean that they are likely to return to a state where the employer has a great deal of power over their worker. The refusal of entry to the UK would be unlikely to make them more sympathetic to their employee, and indeed could have catastrophic consequences.
When people do become victims, the state's responsibility to extend assistance is acknowledged. In this view, trafficked domestic workers are the victims of bad employers. In the cases where these bad employers manage to gain entry to the UK and commit abuses in the UK, the government will extend some protections to the victims. Immigration control per se cannot be considered as a coercive tool that is used by employers. This is a fundamental difference between the approaches of states and many of those who would argue for migrants' rights that goes to the heart of the relation between the state and employers. It could be argued that immigration control limits the rights of migrants as workers by giving employers additional mechanisms of control over labour and indeed some might argue by limiting freedom of labour (Steinfeld 2008).
However in this case immigration controls are presented as part of a toolkit to detect and refuse entry to abusers. So while Kalayaan Certainly the victim of trafficking cannot simply leave her employer, she must be physically imprisoned and make a dangerous escape, or she 
Conclusion
It would seem then from this case that it is easy for the state to incorporate radical politics and that attempts to subvert state rhetoric come at a price. However, while critiquing these processes one should not underestimate these achievements. The regularization and 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 
